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Dear Mr. Traversy, 
 
Subject:  Videotron Ltd. Tariff Notice No. 42 (CRTC File No. 8740-V3-201202663) 
 
  
Introduction 

 

1. Canadian Network Operators Consortium Inc. (“CNOC”) is filing this intervention with respect to the 

above-cited Tariff Notice No. 42 (“TN 42”) filed by Quebecor Media Inc. (“QMI”) on behalf of Videotron Ltd. 

(“Videotron”). 

 

The 10 Gbps interconnection option for TPIA is welcome 

 

2. At the outset, CNOC wishes to express its appreciation to Videotron for its willingness to deploy a 10 

Gbps interconnection option for TPIA. This is a welcome development. CNOC believes that both independent 

Internet service providers (“IISPs”) and Videotron will benefit from the additional efficiencies associated with the 

use of such arrangements. At the same time, CNOC is concerned about the conditions that Videotron seeks to 

impose in connection with this new capability. The line cards and optical modules for 10 Gbps interconnection 

should be provided by Videotron without any extra charge. These issues are discussed below.  
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The proposed conditions of use for a 10 Gbps interconnection circuits should not be approved 

 

3. Videotron proposes to add the following language to TPIA Tariff Item 201.5 c): 

 

“10 Gigabit Ethernet Interconnecting Circuits will be installed only where traffic volumes 
warrant. The ISP must maintain a speed order of at least 3 Gbps on each 10 Gigabit 
Ethernet Interconnecting Circuit installed.” 

 
4. CNOC objects to these conditions as they would severely limit the usefulness of these 

interconnection arrangements and create significant uncertainty for IISPs with regard to their initial and 

ongoing eligibility to use the proposed 10 Gbps interconnection option. 

 

5. It is entirely unclear how an IISP would prove that it satisfies the “where traffic volumes warrant” 

condition in order to qualify for this interconnection option. In addition, the requirement for an IISP to 

maintain a speed of “at least 3 Gbps on each 10 Gigabit Ethernet Interconnecting Circuit installed” could 

cause a situation where an IISP falling below that requirement, even temporarily, could be told by 

Videotron that it has to change its interconnection option, causing significant disruption and expense. 

 

6. There are additional, fundamental reasons why these conditions should be rejected. 

 

7. First, the choice of interconnection option has always been the choice of the IISP, so that it can 

manage its business and its network as it sees fit. This is evidenced by the words “[i]n those cases where the 

ISP interconnects to Videotron’s centralized POI, the choice of interconnection speed will be at the 

discretion of the ISP”, contained in the same tariff item. An IISP may install 10 Gbps circuit instead of 

multiple of 1 Gbps circuits, even if traffic is lower than 3 Gbps, considering expected future traffic growth, 

load balancing, additional installation charges when upgrading from 1 Gbps to 10 Gbps, and possible 

service interruptions during upgrades. 

8.  Second, in Telecom Regulatory Policy CRTC 2011-703, the Commission made IISPs responsible 

for managing and ordering the capacity they need in 100 Mbps increments. Under this regime, it is not 

appropriate for an incumbent, such a Videotron, to place a minimum capacity requirement on IISPs. This is 

why in TRP 2011-703 the Commission said: 
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“With respect to CNOC’s concern that independent service providers would be required to 
estimate and predetermine capacity under the MTS Allstream capacity model, the 
Commission considers that such a requirement appropriately shifts to the independent 
service providers the risk and responsibility associated with planning and managing the 
impact their customers will have on the network providers’ networks. This contrasts with 
the 95th percentile capacity model, where the network provider would assume all 
responsibility to predict and manage the independent service provider’s usage of its shared 
network. 
 
In light of the above, the Commission considers that the MTS Allstream capacity model is 
more appropriate than the 95th percentile capacity model.  
 
However, the Commission notes that the MTS Allstream capacity model allows an 
independent service provider to purchase capacity at only three fixed amounts (100, 400, 
and 1000 Mbps). The Commission considers that a more flexible approach would be to 
modify the MTS Allstream capacity model so that independent service providers could buy 
network capacity in 100 Mbps increments. The Commission considers that this change 
would provide an increased level of flexibility while requiring independent service 
providers to share the risk and responsibility of predicting and managing network usage.” 
(Emphasis added) 

9.  Based on these rulings, it is not appropriate or consistent with TRP 2011-703, for IISPs to be forced 

to guarantee that they will consume a minimum amount of capacity in order to obtain interconnection at 10 

Gbps. After all, the amount of network capacity that Videotron needs to provision for an IISP is based on the 

network capacity contracted by that IISP. Port speed does not matter as the network capacity contracted by IISPs 

will serve as a hard limit on the speeds at which their ports will actually operate.  

10. CNOC also notes that there are no restrictions on ordering 1 Gbps circuits, where ISPs would need 

to carry (or pay for) a certain amount of minimum traffic. No such restriction should apply for ordering 10 

Gbps circuits either. 

11.  Finally, when an IISP orders a 10 Gbps interconnection circuit, it is paying the going rate for that 

circuit to the provider of the circuit. IISPs will not incur such expenses, unless they are truly warranted. 

Thus, the decision of which interconnection standard an IISP will choose is made in a rational economic 

manner and so the choice should not be taken away from the IISP. 
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Videotron should provide line cards and optical modules for the 10 Gbps interconnection option 
without any extra charge 

12. Videotron’s proposal requires IISPs to provide their own line cards or optical modules. CNOC believes 

that Videotron should provide these items at no extra charge for the following reasons. 

 

13. The cost of Videtron’s routers used for TPIA is currently being recovered through TPIA end-user access 

rates today.  For this reason, Videotron does not, for example, charge for line cards/modules for the existing 1 

Gbps interconnection option. This makes sense because these line cards/modules are shared among multiple 

IISPs. The situation is the same for a 10 Gbps interconnection option. Clearly, it would be unfair to charge IISPs 

the full cost of these line cards/modules or to require them to provide their own line cards/modules. 

 

Conclusion 

 

14. In conclusion, CNOC urges the Commission to approve Videotron TN 42 with the following two 

amendments: (1) Removal the conditions that installation will only occur where traffic volumes warrant and 

that the IISP must maintain a speed order of at least 3 Gbps on each 10 Gigabit Ethernet Interconnecting 

Circuit installed; and (2) Requiring Videotron to provide line cards and optical modules as part of the TPIA 

service, without any extra charge to IISPs. 

 

Yours very truly, 

 

 
William Sandiford 
Chair of the Board and President 
 
Copy:  Parties to TNC 2011-77 (via email) 
 Chris Seidl, CRTC (via email) 

Lynne Fancy, CRTC (via email) 
Tom Vilmansen, CRTC (via email) 

 Yvan Davidson, CRTC (via email) 
 Martin Brazeau, CRTC (via email) 
 Suzanne Bédard, CRTC (via email) 

 
*** END OF DOCUMENT *** 


